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DETAILED ACTION 

Receipt of Amendments/Remarks filed May 28 2010 is acknowledged. Claims 2- 
4 and 7-22 were/stand cancelled. Claim 1 was amended. Claims 1 and 5-6 are 
pending. 

Rejections and/or objections not reiterated from previous office actions are 
hereby withdrawn. The following rejections and/or objections are either reiterated or 
newly applied. They constitute the complete set presently being applied to the instant 
application. 

Specification 

The objection to the disclosure is withdrawn in light of Applicants' amendments 
filed on May 28 2010. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1. Applicant Claims 

2. Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 
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3. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue, 
and resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 

the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 

the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 

were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 

under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 

not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 

consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 

prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Modified Rejection Based on amendments in the reply filed on may 28 2010 

Claims 1 and 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Takada et al. (US Patent No. 6117455, cited in the Office action mailed on 
1/8/08) in view of Jabes et al. (Antimicrobial Agents and Chemotherapy, 1994). 

Applicant Claims 

Applicant claims a biodegradable inhalable microparticle composition consisting 
of anti-tubercular drugs Rifabutin and Isoniazid and a biodegradable polymer for drug 
delivery wherein the ratio of drugs to polymer is from about 1:2 to 2:1 wherein the two 
anti-tubercular drugs are used in the ratio of about 1 :2 to 2:1 and the size of the 
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microparticles range between 1 and 15 microns and wherein at least 90% of the 

microparticles are less than 10 microns in size. 

Determination of the Scope and Content of the Prior Art 
(MPEP §2141.01) 

Takada et al. is directed to microcapsules, which includes microparticles 

containing amorphous water-soluble physiologically active substance and a polymer 

(column 1 , lines 6-9). Takada et al. teach the amount of the active is from 0.001 to 90% 

(W/W) (column 7, lines 48-49). The active agent can be an anti-tuberculosis agent such 

as isoniazid or ethanbutol (column 7, lines 13-14). The average particle size is from 1 

nm to 10 urn for the active substance (column 7, lines 54-55). The average diameter of 

the microcapsules range from about 0.5 to about 400 urn with 2 to about 200 urn being 

preferable (column 12, lines 63-65). One particular polymer listed as being suitable is 

polylactic acid (column 7 line 60). It is taught that the amount of polymer ranges from 

about 0.5 to about 90% (column 9, lines 44-46). The amount of polymer utilized 

depends upon the degree of pharmacological activity, release rate and release period of 

the active substance (column 9, lines 37-39). 

Ascertainment of the Difference Between Scope the Prior Art and the Claims 
(MPEP §2141.012) 

Takada et al. does not disclose a specific drug to polymer ratio or a drug to drug 
ratio. Takada et al. does not specify utilizing Rifabutin and Isoniazid. However, this 
deficiency is cured by Jabes et al. 

Jabes et al. is directed to the effectiveness of Rifabutin alone or in combination 
with Isoniazid in preventive therapy of mouse tuberculosis. Jabes et al. found that 
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rifabutin alone or in combination with isoniazid proved to be a valid candidate for 
tuberculosis preventative therapy (abstract). The ratio of rifabutin to isoniazid is 1:2.5 
(table 1). 

Finding of Prima Facie Obviousness Rational and Motivation 
(MPEP §2142-2143) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Takada et al. and Jabes et al. and utilize two anti-tubercular drugs such as 
isoniazid and rifabutin. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
utilize both isoniazid and rifabutin as Jabes et al. teach it is a specific combination of 
anti-tuberculosis drugs which are known to be effective in tuberculosis therapy. 

Regarding the claimed ratio of drug to polymer, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to optimize the ratio of drug to polymer depending on the 
desired release rate and period desired as taught by Takada et al. The amount of the 
polymer in the composition is clearly a result effective parameter that a person of 
ordinary skill in the art would routinely optimize. Optimization of parameters is a routine 
practice that would be obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art to employ and 
reasonably would expect success. It would have been customary for an artisan of 
ordinary skill to determine the optimal amount of each ingredient to add in order to best 
achieve the desired results. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to engage in routine experimentation to determine 
optimal or workable ranges that produce expected results. Where the general 
conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the 
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optimum or workable ranges by routine experimentation. In reAller, 220 F. 2d 454, 105 
USPQ 233 (CCPA 1955). 

Regarding the claimed ratio of drug to drug, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to determine the optimal ratio of the two anti-TB drugs. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to start with a 1 :2.5 ratio of the two 
drugs as this is the ratio taught by Jabes et al. and then optimize the ratio from that 
point. A 1 :2.5 ratio of the drugs reads on the instant claimed ratio. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to engage in routine 
experimentation to determine optimal or workable ranges that produce expected results. 
Where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive 
to discover the optimum or workable ranges by routine experimentation. In re Aller, 220 
F. 2d 454, 105 USPQ 233 (CCPA 1955). 

Regarding the claimed particle size, Takada et al. teach an amount that overlaps 
that instantly claimed. In the case where the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside 
ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie case of obviousness exists. See MPEP 
2144.05 [R-5] 

Absent any evidence to the contrary, and based upon the teachings of the prior 
art, there would have been a reasonable expectation of success in practicing the 
instantly claimed invention. Therefore, the invention as a whole would have been prima 
facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 
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Claims 1 and 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Barrow et al. (US Patent No. 6264991, cited in the Office action mailed on 
8/5/09) in view of Jabes et al. 

Applicant Claims 

Applicant claims a biodegradable inhalable microparticle composition consisting 

of anti-tubercular drugs Rifabutin and Isoniazid and a biodegradable polymer for drug 

delivery wherein the ratio of drugs to polymer is from about 1:2 to 2:1 wherein the two 

anti-tubercular drugs are used in the ratio of about 1 :2 to 2:1 and the size of the 

microparticles range between 1 and 15 microns and wherein at least 90% of the 

microparticles are less than 10 microns in size. 

Determination of the Scope and Content of the Prior Art 
(MPEP §2141.01) 

Barrow et al. is directed to compositions for treating intracellular infections (title). 
The compositions are microspheres that have diameter from about 1 to about 10 
microns (column 4, lines 34-35). It is taught that in most known treatment regimens, TB 
is treated with two or more drugs (column 5, lines 46-47). The invention of Barrow et al. 
can be utilized to administer a combination of one or more microencapsualted drugs 
(column 5, lines 49-51 ). It is taught that the invention is well adapted to treating TB and 
any drug capable of treating TB can be administered by the method of the invention 
such drugs include rifampicin and rifabutin (column 5, lines 38-40). Table A is directed 
to the dosage recommendations for various ant-TB drugs in adults and children which 
include isoniazid, rifampin, pyrazinamide, ethambutol, streptomycin. A daily dose for 
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adults of isoniazid is 5 mg/kg and Rifampin is 10 mg/kg. The particles can be delivered 

intravenously, orally, via inhalation, etc. (column 6, lines 32-36). Polymers that can be 

utilized to form the microspheres include poly(lactide) (claim 13). 

Ascertainment of the Difference Between Scope the Prior Art and the Claims 
(MPEP §2141.012) 

Barrow et al. do not specify a ratio of drug to polymer or drug to drug. Barrow et 
al. does not exemplify a formulation comprising more than one drug capable of treating 
TB or that a combination of isoniazid and rifabutin can be administered. However, this 
deficiency is cured by Jabes et al. 

Jabes et al. is directed to the effectiveness of Rifabutin alone or in combination 
with Isoniazid in preventive therapy of mouse tuberculosis. Jabes et al. found that 
rifabutin alone or in combination with isoniazid proved to be a valid candidate for 
tuberculosis preventative therapy (abstract). The ratio of rifabutin to isoniazid is 1 :2.5 
(table 1). 

Finding of Prima Facie Obviousness Rational and Motivation 
(MPEP §2142-2143) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 

teachings of Barrow et al. and Jabes et al. and utilize two anti-tubercular drugs such as 

isoniazid and rifabutin. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 

utilize both isoniazid and rifabutin as Jabes et al. teach it is a specific combination of 

anti-tuberculosis drugs which are known to be effective in reducing the mycobacterial 

load. One of ordinary skill in the art would have additionally been motivated to 

formulate this type of composition because Barrow et al. teach that their invention can 
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incorporate any drug known to treat TB and that most known treatment regimens utilize 
two or more drugs to treat TB. 

Regarding the claimed ratio of drug to polymer, Barrow et al. does not specify the 
ratio of polymer to drug. Barrow et al. only exemplifies formulations with one 
percentage of drug, however it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to vary the drug to polymer ratio to determine the optimal release rate of the drug. 
The amount of the polymer in the composition is clearly a result effective parameter that 
a person of ordinary skill in the art would routinely optimize. Optimization of parameters 
is a routine practice that would be obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
employ and reasonably would expect success. It would have been customary for an 
artisan of ordinary skill to determine the optimal amount of each ingredient to add in 
order to best achieve the desired results. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to engage in routine experimentation to 
determine optimal or workable ranges that produce expected results. Where the 
general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover 
the optimum or workable ranges by routine experimentation. In re Aller, 220 F. 2d 454, 
105USPQ 233 (CCPA1955). 

Regarding the claimed drug to drug ratio, Barrow et al. teach that the daily dose 
for adults of isoniazid is 5 mg/kg and Rifampin is 10 mg/kg. This corresponds to a 1 :2 
ratio for these particular drugs. One of ordinary skill in the art would have been 
motivated to utilize a 1 :2.5 ratio of isoniazid and Rifabutin as this is the ratio taught by 
Jabes et al. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to optimize 
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the ratio of isoniazid to a second drug in order to determine the optimal ratio. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
engage in routine experimentation to determine optimal or workable ranges that 
produce expected results. Where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the 
prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges by routine 
experimentation. In re Aller, 220 F. 2d 454, 105 USPQ 233 (CCPA 1955). 

Absent any evidence to the contrary, and based upon the teachings of the prior 
art, there would have been a reasonable expectation of success in practicing the 
instantly claimed invention. Therefore, the invention as a whole would have been prima 
facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 



Claims 1 and 5-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Quenelle et al. (Antimicrobial Agents and Chemotherapy, 2001) in view of 
Jabes et al. and Sharma et al. (Pharmaceutical Research, 2001, cited on PTO 
Form 1449). 

Applicant Claims 

Applicant claims a biodegradable inhalable microparticle composition consisting 
of anti-tubercular drugs Rifabutin and Isoniazid and a biodegradable polymer for drug 
delivery wherein the ratio of drugs to polymer is from about 1 :2 to 2:1 wherein the two 
anti-tubercular drugs are used in the ratio of about 1 :2 to 2:1 and the size of the 
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microparticles range between 1 and 15 microns and wherein at least 90% of the 

microparticles are less than 10 microns in size. 

Determination of the Scope and Content of the Prior Art 
(MPEP §2141.01) 

Quenelle et al. is directed to the treatment of tuberculosis using a combination of 

sustained release rifampin microspheres and oral dosing with isoniazid. The 

formulations comprise small microspheres 1 to 10 microns or large microspheres 10 to 

150 microns (page 1637, last paragraph). Quenelle et al. teach that in previous 

publications it was taught that liposomes can be used to deliver biological agents. It is 

taught that the poly(lactide-co-glycolide) microspheres allow greater flexibility with 

respect to the timed release of encapsulated material and are more stable than 

liposomes. It is taught that while biological degradation of poly(lactide-co-glycolide) 

microspheres is well understood, biological degradation of liposomes is not. 

Additionally, microspheres can be formulated to hold a larger amount of drug for longer 

sustained release than liposomes (page 1643, last paragraph). 

Ascertainment of the Difference Between Scope the Prior Art and the Claims 
(MPEP §2141.012) 

Quenelle et al. et al. do not teach utilizing poly-lactic acid as the biodegradable 
polymer. Quenelle et al. does not teach utilizing a combination of isoniazid and 
rifabutin. However, these deficiencies are cured by Jabes et al. and Sharma et al. 

Jabes et al. is directed to the effectiveness of Rifabutin alone or in combination 
with Isoniazid in preventive therapy of mouse tuberculosis. Jabes et al. found that 
rifabutin alone or in combination with isoniazid proved to be a valid candidate for 
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tuberculosis preventative therapy (abstract). The ratio of rifabutin to isoniazid is 1 :2.5 
(table 1). It is taught that Rifabutin is an intrinsically more potent antimycobacterial 
agent than rifampin because of its higher intracellular levels, its higher levels in tissue 
and its superior bactericidal activity (page 2346, second paragraph). 

Sharma et al. is directed to inhalable microparticles containing drug combinations 
to target alveolar macrophages for the treatment of pulmonary tuberculosis (title). It is 
taught that single-drug therapy of tuberculosis (TB) is disfavored for fear of drug 
resistance (page 1402, right column, third paragraph). Therefore the inhalable 
microparticles contain two anti-TB drugs H (isoniazid) and R (rifampicin). The 
formulation is disclosed as containing one part of drug to three parts of PLA (poly lactic 
acid) (page 1406, formulation). The size ranges of the formulation were from 0.5 to 3 
microns (table 1 ). The ratio of isoniazid to rifampicin is from 3:2 to 1 :1 (table 1 ). It is 
taught that the microparticle incorporated R and H could establish higher drug 
concentrations in macrophages as compared to equivalent amounts of drugs in solution, 
thus confirming the argument that a larger amount of drug was delivered to the cells 
(page 1407, results and discussions, paragraph 4). It is taught that the microparticles 
release about 20 to 30% of their content within 15 minutes and the remaining amount is 
released slowly over 4 weeks. 

Finding of Prima Facie Obviousness Rationale and Motivation 
(MPEP §2142-2143) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 

instant invention to combine the teachings of Jabes et al., Quenelle et al. and Sharma et 
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al. and utilize a combination of rifabutin and isoniazid. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would have been motivated to utilize this combination as Rifabutin is taught by Jabes et 
al. as being more potent that rifampin and that the combination of rifabutin and isoniazid 
is proven to be a valid candidate for tuberculosis preventative therapy. 

Regarding the claimed ratio of drug to drug, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art to determine the optimal ratio of the two anti-TB drugs. One of 
ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to start with a 1 :2.5 ratio of the two 
drugs as this is the ratio taught by Jabes et al. and then optimize the ratio from that 
point. The amount of a specific ingredient in a composition is clearly a result effective 
parameter that a person of ordinary skill in the art would routinely optimize. 
Optimization of parameters is a routine practice that would be obvious for a person of 
ordinary skill in the art to employ and reasonably would expect success. It would have 
been customary for an artisan of ordinary skill to determine the optimal amount of each 
ingredient to add in order to best achieve the desired results. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to determine the optimal ratio isoniazid and 
rifampicin in order to treat tuberculosis. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to engage in routine experimentation to 
determine optimal or workable ranges that produce expected results. Where the 
general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover 
the optimum or workable ranges by routine experimentation. In re Aller, 220 F. 2d 454, 
105 USPQ 233 (CCPA 1955). 
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Regarding the claimed ratio of drug to polymer, Quenelle et al. do not specify the 
ratio of polymer to drug. Sharma et al. teach a drug to polymer ratio of 1 :3. It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to vary the drug to polymer ratio to 
determine the optimal release rate of the drug. The amount of the polymer in the 
composition is clearly a result effective parameter that a person of ordinary skill in the 
art would routinely optimize. Optimization of parameters is a routine practice that would 
be obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art to employ and reasonably would 
expect success. It would have been customary for an artisan of ordinary skill to 
determine the optimal amount of each ingredient to add in order to best achieve the 
desired results. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to engage in routine experimentation to determine optimal or workable 
ranges that produce expected results. Where the general conditions of a claim are 
disclosed in the prior art, it is not inventive to discover the optimum or workable ranges 
by routine experimentation. In re Aller, 220 F. 2d 454, 105 USPQ 233 (CCPA 1955). 

Absent any evidence to the contrary, and based upon the teachings of the prior 
art, there would have been a reasonable expectation of success in practicing the 
instantly claimed invention. Therefore, the invention as a whole would have been prima 
facie obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicants argue that (1 ) that in order to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness the prior art must teach or suggest all of the claim limitations. It is argued 
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that the ratio of rifabutin to isoniazid instantly claimed of about 1 :2 to 2:1 is not taught by 
the cited prior art. Jabes teaches a ratio of 1 :2.5 which does not read on the instantly 
claimed range. Applicants argue that (2) the ratio of drug to polymer taught by Sharma 
is 1 :3 which is outside the instantly claimed range. Applicants argue that (3) the range 
of microcapsules disclosed by Takeda is much broader than the instantly claimed 
diameter. Applicants argue that (4) the instant claims are drawn to a combination of 
two- anti-tubercular dugs which consist of rifabutin and isoniazid. This combination 
allows for the reduction in the number of drugs utilized and the figures show the 
unexpectedly superior properties of the invention. Applicants argue that (5) the instant 
composition is specifically designed for the treatment of pulmonary tuberculosis. 

Applicants' arguments filed May 28 2010 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Regarding applicants' first argument, firstly the range taught by Jabes of 1 :2.5 
does read on the instantly claimed range as the instantly claimed range is about 1 :2 
and therefore a ratio of 1 :2.5 reads on about 1 :2. Furthermore, it is well-established 
that merely selecting proportions and ranges is not patentable absent a showing of 
criticality. In re Becket, 33 USPQ 33 (CCPA 1937). In re Russell, 439 F.2d 1 128, 169 
USPQ 426 (CCPA 1971 ). Applicants have not demonstrated the criticality of the 
instantly claimed range. In fact, the examples in the specification utilize a 1 :1 ratio of 
rifabutin to isoniazid which is not within that instantly claimed. Therefore, the data 
presented does not establish the criticality of the instantly claimed ratio. 
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Regarding applicants' second argument, while the examiner acknowledges that 
the drug to polymer ratio taught by Sharma is outside the instantly claimed range, 
Takada teaches that the amount of polymer utilized depends upon the degree of 
pharmacological activity, release rate and release period of the active substance. 
Therefore, art recognizes that this is a variable that is routinely manipulated. 
Furthermore, Takada teach overlapping amounts of drug and polymer. It is well- 
established that merely selecting proportions and ranges is not patentable absent a 
showing of criticality. In re Becket, 33 USPQ 33 (CCPA 1937). In re Russell, 439 F.2d 
1 1 28, 1 69 USPQ 426 (CCPA 1 971 ). "The normal desire of scientists or artisans to 
improve upon what is already generally known provides the motivation to determine 
where in a disclosed set of percentage ranges is the optimum combination of 
percentages." In re Hoeschele, 406 F.2d 1403, 160 USPQ 809 (CCPA 1969). 
Applicants have not demonstrated the criticality of the instantly claimed range. 

Regarding applicants' third argument, the examiner reiterates in the case where 
the claimed ranges "overlap or lie inside ranges disclosed by the prior art" a prima facie 
case of obviousness exists. See MPEP 2144.05 [R-5]. 

Regarding applicants' fourth argument, the specific combination of rifampicin and 
isoniazid and only these two drugs is not novel. This is the specific combination taught 
by Jabes et al. Furthermore, the combination is taught as being effective for 
tuberculosis therapy. Therefore applicants' results are not unexpected. 

In response to applicant's argument that the instant claims are distinguishable 
from the cited prior art because it is designed specifically for the treatment of pulmonary 
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tuberculosis, a recitation of the intended use of the claimed invention must result in a 
structural difference between the claimed invention and the prior art in order to 
patentably distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art. If the prior art structure is 
capable of performing the intended use, then it meets the claim. 

Therefore, the rejection is maintained since applicant has not provided any 
persuasive arguments to overcome the rejection. 

Conclusion 

No claims are allowed. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ABIGAIL FISHER whose telephone number is (571)270- 
3502. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 9am-6pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Johann Richter can be reached on 571-272-0646. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Abigail Fisher 
Examiner 
Art Unit 1616 

AF 



/Mina Haghighatian/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1616 



